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In 1998, Assembly Bill 1384 ([Havice]; Stats. 1998, ch. 613) created an initial three-year 
unlawful detainer pilot program in cities within five former municipal court districts in the 
County of Los Angeles to allow city attorneys and prosecutors to seek the eviction of any person 
who was in violation of the nuisance or controlled substance law. The legislation, which became 
effective on January 1, 1999, authorized the pilot courts to issue a partial or total eviction order 
to remove an individual who engages in drug-related activity. AB 1384 also required the 
participating cities to collect specified data on their experiences under the pilot program and to 
file reports annually about these cases with the Judicial Council. The legislation further required 
the Judicial Council to submit a brief report to the Senate and Assembly Judiciary Committees 
on or before January 1, 2001, summarizing the information provided by the participating cities 
and evaluating the merits of the program. The Judicial Council report required under this 
legislation provided a summary of the program data submitted by the participating cities. Using 
additional information provided by the Long Beach pilot program, the report also looked into 
additional areas of program operations, including the type of drug violations leading to the 
issuing of eviction notices and the timing of the filing of unlawful detainer actions. (See 
Appendix A for a copy of the 2001 Judicial Council report.) 
 
In 2001, Assembly Bill 815 ([Havice]; Stats. 2001, ch. 431) reauthorized the pilot program for 
three more years, imposed more specific reporting requirements on the participating cities, and 
required the Judicial Council to issue another report and evaluation of the program. The Judicial 
Council’s report that was issued under AB 815 compiled the program data submitted by the 
cities of Los Angeles and Long Beach. Based on the more specific information on program 
activities, the report provided an analysis of different components of each pilot program, 
including, among other things, the use of the pilot program provisions to accomplish partial 
eviction of the offending tenants. (See Appendix B for a copy of the 2004 Judicial Council 
report.) 
 
In 2004, Assembly Bill 2523 ([Frommer]; Stats. 2004, ch. 304) further extended the sunset of the 
pilot program to January 1, 2010, made additional augmentations to the reporting requirements, 
and expanded the program to include cities in Alameda and San Diego Counties. The legislation 
also required two additional Judicial Council reports to the Senate and Assembly Judiciary 
Committees, one on or before April 15, 2007, and the other on or before April 15, 2009, 
summarizing the information provided by the participating cities and evaluating the merits of the 
pilot program. (See Appendix C for a copy of the 2007 Judicial Council report.) 
 
In 2007, Assembly Bill 1013 ([Krekorian]; Stats. 2007, ch. 456) expanded the list of 
circumstances deemed to constitute a nuisance to include a person who commits an offense 
involving unlawful possession or use of illegal weapons or ammunition or who uses the premises 
to further that purpose.  It additionally created a similar UD pilot project authorizing evictions 
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based on such nuisance activities in the same cities covered by the original legislation, and added 
the city of Sacramento to the new pilot program.  
 
Program History 
Under the general framework of the Uniform Controlled Substances Act (Health & Saf. Code, §§ 
11570–11587), one of the key provisions of the pilot program is the additional authority granted 
to city attorneys and city prosecutors to file unlawful detainer (UD) actions against any tenants 
who are engaged in illegal drug activities. By establishing this program, the Legislature hoped 
that city attorneys would be able to deal with drug nuisance problems in the community more 
effectively if property owners, out of safety concerns or other considerations, are unwilling to 
file unlawful detainer actions to evict offending tenants.  
 
In 2004, AB 2523 added additional protections for tenants and expanded the reach of the pilot 
program, including extending the pilot program for five more years until January 1, 2010; adding 
the cities of Oakland and San Diego to the pilot program; and requiring the cities participating in 
the pilot program to track and report cases in which either the unlawful detainer action was 
withdrawn or the tenant prevailed, as well as cases in which the eviction notice was erroneously 
sent to the tenant. 
 
In 2007, AB 1013 expanded the authority of city attorneys and city prosecutors to file unlawful 
detainer actions against any tenant who commits an offense involving the unlawful possession or 
use of illegal weapons or ammunition, or who uses the premises to advance that purpose (see 
Civ. Code, § 3485).  It further added the city of Sacramento to the new pilot program and 
augmented reporting requirements to include the number of cases for unlawful detainer filed for 
a weapons or ammunition nuisance. 
 
Program Participation  
When the pilot program first became effective in 1999, 15 cities in Los Angeles County were 
eligible to participate. Of these 15 cities, only Los Angeles and Long Beach decided to use the 
pilot program provisions in their drug nuisance abatement program. Both cities continue to 
participate in the pilot program, although Los Angeles did not report in 2005 and 2006 due to 
budget cuts. (See Appendix C for a copy of the 2007 Judicial Council report.)  
 
In 2004, the cities of Oakland and San Diego were added to the pilot program, but neither has 
elected to participate.  
 
7 
San Diego’s Drug Abatement Response Team (DART) program deals with a variety of public 
nuisance issues, including illegal drugs, gangs, and prostitution. The city attorney’s office did not 
find it necessary to use the specific pilot program provisions to handle drug eviction cases since 
the general statutory framework under the Uniform Controlled Substances Act, along with 
relevant city ordinances, provided sufficient authority to handle various drug and other public 
nuisance problems in the community.  
 
In early 2004, prior to the enactment of AB 2523 later that same year, the Oakland City Council 
passed its own Nuisance Eviction Ordinance (NEO), which is managed under the city’s 
administration. When the Legislature was in the process of amending the pilot program statute in 
2004, the city of Oakland had hoped that the statute could be amended to accommodate their 
program’s existing administrative structure, so that they would not have to shift the program 
responsibility to the city attorney’s office, as required by the statute. However, AB 2523 did not 
make this change in the statute, and Oakland subsequently decided to keep its existing program 
structure and not participate in the pilot program. 
 
In 2007, the cities of Palmdale and Sacramento became eligible to participate in the pilot 
program. However, Palmdale’s eligibility is limited to drug-related evictions under Health and 
Safety Code section 11571.1, and Sacramento is limited to gun-related evictions under Civil 
Code section 3485. Neither city provided statistics for 2007. Both reported in 2008, although 
Palmdale did not initiate evictions under Health and Safety Code section 11571.1.   
 
Summary of Pilot Program Data  
Pilot program statistics gathered by Long Beach, Los Angeles, and Sacramento are shown in 
tables 1 through 3 at the end of this report.  
Number of eviction notices 
As can be seen in figure 1 below, the number of notices issued under Health and Safety Code 
section 11571.1 in Long Beach continued its upward trend through 2007, reaching a total of 135 
notices issued in 2007. In 2008, the number issued dropped by 32 percent. The drop is due to the 
loss of the legal assistant responsible for processing the notices under Health and Safety Code 
section 11571.1 that resulted in a three-month backlog. In January of 2009, processing resumed. 
The city attorney’s office estimates the number of cases in the backlog at 43, which would bring 


















2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Year
Number of Eviction Notices Issued in Long Beach
Under Health & Safety Code, § 11571.1
 
 Figure 1. The number of eviction notices issued in Long Beach dropped in 2008. 
 
 
Relative to the growth in Long Beach, Los Angeles has experienced a steady decline since 2003, 
dropping from 277 notices issued in 2003 to 97 in 2008, representing a 65 percent decline. A 
number of factors contributed to the decline. The city of Los Angeles was in the midst of a 
budget shortfall in 2005 and cut the budget for the pilot program. This resulted in a loss of staff 
dedicated to the pilot program. While staff has been reassigned to the program, time associated 
with rebuilding the program may account for some of the decline. Additionally, the primary 
attorney assigned to the program had to take a leave during the reporting period. 
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Number of Eviction Notices Issued in Los Angeles
Under Health & Safety Code  
 
Figure 2. The number of eviction notices issued in Los Angeles has dropped since 2008. 
 
 
Only two cities initiated eviction notices under Civil Code section 3485: Los Angeles and 
Sacramento. Los Angeles issued eight notices and Sacramento issued four.  
Unlawful detainer (UD) actions filed  
Compared to program activities in 2006, no significant change was reported by Long Beach with 
regard to the proportion of eviction notices that led to the filing of UD actions in the courts under 
Health and Safety Code section 11571.1. The 2007 report showed that UD actions were filed 
following the issuance of eviction notices in approximately 25 percent of the cases. Long Beach 
data for the current reporting period revealed that UD actions were filed in 24 percent of the 
matters in which notices were issued: 28 percent in 2007 and 21 percent in 2008.  
 
Compared with the steady trend in Long Beach, Los Angeles shows a decline, however. In 2004, 
Los Angeles’s proportion of eviction notices that led to the filing of UD actions under Health and 
Safety Code section 11571.1 was around 27 percent. Current data showed that UD actions were 
filed in 13 percent of the matters in which notices were issued: 14 percent in 2007 and 12 percent 
in 2008. Again, the program’s assigned attorney was on leave for part of the reporting period, 
which is the likely reason for the drop in UD filings.  
 
The number of property owners assigning their rights to the city attorney in Long Beach 


















assigned their rights to file UD actions under Health and Safety Code section 11571.1 to the city 
attorney. In the last reporting period, 21 property owners assigned their rights.  
 
Of those 25 cases in which the property owners assigned their rights to the city attorney in Long 
Beach, the city attorney’s office filed 21 UD actions in the court. These 21 filings represent 
approximately 11 percent of the total number of eviction notices (227) issued during the same 
time period and account for approximately 40 percent of the total number of UD actions filed 
(53), either by property owners or by the city attorney’s office.  
 
Los Angeles reported a total of 28 UD actions filed by property owners in 2007 and 2008. Only 
one of the 28 cases was assigned to the city attorney’s office, and the city attorney’s office filed 
only one UD action in the same time period.  
 
No UD proceedings were filed pursuant to notices issued under Civil Code section 3485 in Los 
Angeles. Only one of the four notices issued in Sacramento led to a UD action under Civil Code 
section 3485, which was a case that a property owner had assigned to the city attorney’s office.  
Disposition of unlawful detainer filings 
Both Health and Safety Code section 11571.1(g)(1)(G) and Civil Code section 3485(g)(1) 
require reporting on the outcome of UD filings, including filings by both property owners and 
city attorneys.  
 
Table 1 shows that of the 53 UD actions filed under Health and Safety Code section 11571.1 in 
Long Beach during this reporting period, 6 (11 percent) of the cases reached resolution by trial; 
no details were provided on the number of trials by court or jury. This is a significant drop from 
results reported in 2007 when 39 percent of UD actions in Long Beach were reported to have 
been disposed after trial.   
 
The Los Angeles pilot program reported a slightly lower percentage of UD actions that reached 
trial. Of the 39 UD filings reported, 3 cases (8 percent) went to trial, and all were handled by 
bench trial.  
 
No UD filings under Civil Code section 3485 were disposed after a trial (see table 3). 
 
In addition to reporting of trial dispositions, both statutes require reporting on the number of 
partial evictions resulting from UD actions filed under the pilot program. Only Los Angeles had 
any UD filings (two filings under Health and Safety Code section 11571.1) in which partial 
eviction was requested, but no partial eviction was subsequently ordered by the court.  
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Both statutes also require participating cities to report the number of UD actions in which either 
the case was withdrawn or the defendant prevailed. Los Angeles reported one such case in the 
reporting period; Long Beach and Sacramento had none.   
Case outcomes involving no unlawful detainer actions 
Both Health and Safety Code section 11571.1(g)(1)(H) and Civil Code section 3485(g)(1) seek 
to assess the percentage of cases in which tenants voluntarily vacate the property without the 
need for UD actions. To ensure that eviction notices do not impact innocent tenants negatively, 
both statutes also require participants to report the number of erroneously sent notices. 
 
For the two-year period covered by this report, table 1 shows a total of 145 cases in Long Beach 
in which tenants voluntarily vacated their units after service of notice under Health and Safety 
Code section 11571.1. With 227 eviction notices sent during the same period, voluntary 
removals represent slightly less than half (46 percent) of the total eviction notices in Long Beach. 
In the previous reporting period, tenants in 47 percent of the cases in which notices were served 
vacated the premises. With regard to notices erroneously sent to tenants, Long Beach reported 
only two cases during the same period, both of which occurred in 2008.  
 
Compared to Long Beach, a slightly smaller percentage of eviction notices in Los Angeles led to 
voluntary removals by tenants. Of the 218 eviction notices sent in Los Angeles, there were 96 
instances in which the tenant vacated the property without further action, accounting for 44 
percent of the total notices. Eviction notices erroneously sent to tenants occurred in 9 cases: 4 in 
2007 and 5 in 2008.   
 
Table 3 shows a total of 2 cases in Los Angeles where tenants voluntarily vacated their units 
after service of notice under Civil Code section 3485. With 8 eviction notices sent during the 
reporting period, voluntary removals represent 25 percent of the total eviction notices. 
Sacramento reported 3 cases in which tenants voluntarily vacated after service of notice, which 




Evaluation of the merits of the pilot program is necessarily limited by the data received from the 
participating pilot cities. Los Angeles has not consistently reported and was without a processing 
attorney for part of the current reporting period. Palmdale is new to the pilot program, but did not 
have occasion to use Health and Safety Code section 11571.11 in 2008, and Long Beach 





Civil Code section 3485 was enacted late in 2007, thus only one year of data was available for 
this report. Both Los Angeles and Sacramento reported for 2008, but Long Beach, while eligible 
to participate, was not aware of this fact. Many of the cities eligible to participate under Civil 
Code section 3485 are the same cities that have opted not to participate in the program under 
Health and Safety Code section 11571.1. It is unclear whether these cities are unaware of their 
eligibility or simply are electing not to participate.  
 
Based on the program statistics provided, the following findings may shed some light on the 
merits of the pilot program: 
 
 Relatively few eviction notices issued by the pilot program participants resulted in filings 
of UD actions under Health and Safety Code section 11571.1; approximately 24 percent 
of the eviction notices sent in Long Beach and approximately 13 percent in Los Angeles 
led to the filing of UD actions. 
 
 No UD proceedings were filed pursuant to notices issued under Civil Code section 3485 
in Los Angeles; 25 percent of notices in Sacramento led to the filing of UD actions.  
 
 An even smaller number of cases involve property owners assigning to the city attorney’s 
office the right to file UD actions to evict offending tenants under Health and Safety 
Code section 11571.1. In Long Beach, approximately 11 percent of the total number of 
eviction notices issued where rights were assigned to the city attorney’s office ultimately 
led to the filing of UD actions; only 4 percent were assigned and resulted in a UD action 
in the Los Angeles pilot program. 
 
 Approximately 10 percent of pilot program cases involving UD actions reached 
resolution by trial (9 trials/93 total UD filings). 
 
 Only one case in Los Angeles was reported in which either the tenant prevailed or the 
case was withdrawn under Health and Safety Code section 11571.1; no tenant prevailed 
or case was withdrawn under the Civil Code section 3485 program. 
 
 Long Beach did not report any cases in which partial eviction was requested. Los 
Angeles reported two instances under the Health and Safety Code section 11571.1 
program, but partial eviction was not ordered by the court in either instance. Sacramento 
reported no requests for partial eviction under Civil Code section 3485. 
 
 Long Beach reported only two cases under the Health and Safety Code section 11571.1 
pilot program in which the eviction notice was erroneously sent to the tenant; Los 
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Angeles reported 9 instances in this reporting period. No explanations were provided by 
either city for these occurrences. No eviction notices were erroneously sent to tenants 
under the Civil Code section 3485 program.  
 
In addition to the program summary data (shown in tables 1 through 3) that was compiled and 
submitted by the pilot program participants, AOC staff contacted representatives in the city 
attorneys’ offices in Los Angeles, Long Beach, Sacramento, and Palmdale in an effort to gather 
information about the impact of the pilot program on tenants. All representatives interviewed 
said the statutes provide a useful tool for combating gang activity in neighborhoods. Sacramento 
provided a compelling example. Two of the four UD proceedings brought under Civil Code 
section 3485 in Sacramento involved crime families living in the same apartment complex. 
Shortly after the eviction of one of the families was commenced, a member of the other family 
was murdered by a rival gang. The ability to swiftly evict both families resulted in an immediate 
and noticeable relief to the remaining tenants in the complex.  
 
While Long Beach was not aware of its eligibility to participate in the pilot under Civil Code 
section 3485 until January 2009, since learning of its eligibility it has brought three actions under 
the statute. Further, the city attorney’s office states that because of the success and visibility of 
the program in Long Beach, property owners and managers are more cautious about whom they 



















Table 1.  Summary Statistics Under Health and Safety Code Section 11571.1 for Pilot Programs 
in Los Angeles and Long Beach, 2007 and 2008 
 
 Long Beach Los Angeles 
 2007 2008 2007 2008 
Notices Sent and Unlawful Detainers Actions Filed 
(A)  Number of notices sent 135 92 121 97 
(B)  Number of cases filed by the owner, upon notice 20 12 16 12 
(C)  Number of assignments executed by owners to the city  
       attorney 18 7 1 0 
(D)  Number of 3-day, 30-day, or 60-day notices issued by the city  attorney 18 7 1 0 
(E)  Number of cases filed by the city attorney 15 6 1 0 
(F)  Number of cases in which an owner is joined as a defendant under this  
       section 1 1 1 0 
Disposition of Unlawful Detainer Filings 
(G)  As to each case filed: 
       (i)   Number of judgments ordering eviction or partial eviction 
             Default judgments 6 4 8 6 
             Stipulated judgments 4 1 1 1 
             Following trial 5 1 1 2 
      (ii)   Number of cases in which the case was withdrawn or the  
             tenant prevailed 0 0 1 0 
     (iii)   Number of other dispositions 0 0 5 1 
     (iv)   Number of defendants represented by counsel 2 1 2 0 
      (v)   Whether the case was a trial by court or a trial by jury 5 1 2 2 
     (vi)   Whether an appeal was taken, and, if so, the result of the appeal 0 0 0 0 
    (vii)   Number of cases in which partial eviction was requested, and 0 0 1 1 
             Number of cases in which the court ordered partial eviction 0 0 0 0 
Case Outcome Without Unlawful Detainer Filings 
(H)  As to each case in which a notice was issued but no case was filed: 
      (i)   Number of instances in which a tenant voluntarily vacated the unit  86 59 73 23 
     (ii)   Number of instances in which a tenant vacated a unit prior to the  
            providing of the notice 0 2 24 12 
    (iii)   Number of cases in which the notice was erroneously sent to tenant 0 2 4 5 





Table 2.  Details of Other Resolutions in Long Beach and Los Angeles Under Health and Safety 
Code Section 11571.1(g)(1)(H)(iv) 
 
 Long Beach Los Angeles 
 2007 2008 2007 2008 
Awaiting response from owner 7 0 0 0 
Property owner not identified or located successfully 3 0 0 0 
Tenant on Prop. 36—remain in property 1 0 0 0 
Awaiting housing assistance investigation prior to removal 0 0 0 0 
Pending property owner–initiated 30-day & 60-day notice 0 10 0 0 
City attorney case conference pending 0 0 2 2 























Table 3.  Summary Statistics Under Civil Code Section 3485 for Pilot Programs in Los Angeles 
and Sacramento, 2008 
 
 Los Angeles Sacramento 
Notices Sent and Unlawful Detainer Actions Filed 
(A)  Number of notices sent 8 4 
(B)  Number of cases filed by the owner, upon notice 0 0 
(C)  Number of assignments executed by owners to the city  
       attorney 0 1 
(D)  Number of 3-day, 30-day, or 60-day notices issued by the city  attorney 0 1 
(E)  Number of cases filed by the city attorney 0 1 
(F)  Number of cases in which an owner is joined as a defendant  under this  
       section 0 0 
Disposition of Unlawful Detainer Filings 
(G)   As to each case filed by an owner, the city attorney, or the city prosecutor:   
      (i)   Number of judgments ordering eviction or partial eviction 
             Default judgments 0 0 
             Stipulated judgments 0 0 
             Following trial 0 0 
      (ii)   Number of cases in which the case was withdrawn or the  
             tenant prevailed 0 0 
     (iii)   Number of other dispositions 0 1 
     (iv)   Number of defendants represented by counsel 0 0 
      (v)   Whether the case was a trial by court or a trial by jury 0 n/a 
     (vi)   Whether an appeal was taken, and, if so, the result of the appeal 0 n/a 
    (vii)   Number of cases in which partial eviction was requested, and 0 0 
             Number of cases in which the court ordered partial eviction 0 0 
Case Outcome Without Unlawful Detainer Filings 
(H)   As to each case in which a notice was issued but no case was filed:   
      (i)   Number of instances in which a tenant voluntarily vacated the unit  2 3 
     (ii)   Number of instances in which a tenant vacated a unit prior to the  
            providing of the notice 1 0 
    (iii)   Number of cases in which the notice was erroneously sent to tenant 0 0 
    (iv)   Number of other resolutions  5* 0 
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 Los Angeles Long Beach  
  2002 2003 2002 2003 
Notices and Unlawful Detainer Filings      
(A) Number of notices provided pursuant to 
paragraph (1) of subdivision  (a) 190 277 24 35 
(B) Number of cases filed by an owner, upon notice 27 70 2 13 
(C) Number of assignments executed by owners to 
the city attorney* 2 2 0 4 
(D) Number of 3-day or 30-day notices issued by the 
city attorney* 2 2 0 4 
(E) Number of cases filed by the city attorney* 2 2 0 0 
(F) Number of times that an owner is joined as a 
defendant pursuant to this section 0 0 0 0 
Dispositions of Unlawful Detainer Filings**     
(G) As to each case filed by an owner, the city 
attorney, or the city prosecutor:*     
   (i) Number of judgments     
Default judgments 6 31 0 4 
Stipulated judgments 7 15 0 0 
Following trial 10 14 0 0 
   (ii) Number of other dispositions 6 N/A 2 2 
   (iii) Number of defendants represented by counsel 2 1 2 2 
   (iv) Whether the case was a trial by the court or a 




trials N/A N/A 
   (v) Whether an appeal was taken and, if so, the 
result of the appeal 0 
Not 
known N/A N/A 
   (vi) Number of cases in which partial eviction was 
requested, and the number of cases in which 
the court ordered a partial eviction 0 1 N/A N/A 
Case Outcomes Without Unlawful Detainer Filings 
(H) As to each case in which a notice was issued but 
no case was filed:*     
   (i) Number of instances in which a tenant 
voluntarily vacated the unit* 61 104 3 6 
   (ii) Number of instances in which a tenant vacated 
a unit prior to the providing of the notice* 50 69 15 9 
B‐8 
   (iii) Number of other resolutions* 37 14 0 4 
N/A = not applicable. 
*Added or modified by Assembly Bill 815 (Stats. 2001, ch. 431.  
**Disposition information is not reported for all UD filings in 2003. Of the 72 UD filings in Los 
Angeles, disposition information is available for 60 cases. In Long Beach, 6 dispositions are 





























































































• A high proportion of total cases that resulted in successful eviction of the offending 
tenants; 
• A high proportion of evictions achieved without the need to file UD actions; 
• Partial evictions were pursued to protect innocent tenants; and 
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 Table 3. Summary Statistics of Pilot Programs in Los Angeles and Long Beach, from 2004 to 2006 
2004 2005 2006 2004 2006
Notices Sent and Unlawful Detainer Actions Filed
(A) Number of notices sent 46 74 97 257 2
(B) Number of cases filed by an owner, 
upon notice. 3 11 14 70
(C) Number of assignments executed by 
owners to the city attorney. 4 6 11 0 0
(D) Number of 3-day, 30-day, or 60-day 
notices issued by the city attorney. 4 6 10 0 0
(E) Number of cases filed by the city 
attorney. 4 6 6 0
(F) Number of times that an owner is 
joined as a defendant pursuant to this 
section. 0 0 0 0
(G) As to each case filed by an owner, the 
city attorney, or the city prosecutor, the 
following information:
(i) Number of judgments ordering 
eviction or partial eviction.
Default Judgments 4 0 0 12 0
Stipulated Judgments 2 2 5 17 0
Following Trial 0 0 0 17 0
(ii) Number of cases in which the case 
was withdrawn or in which the tenant 
prevailed. 0 0 0 - 0
   (iii) Number of other dispositions. 0 0 0 1
(iv) Number of defendants represented 
by counsel. 0 0 0 2
(v) Whether the case was a trial by the 
court or a trial by a jury.** 0 2 15 23
(vi) Whether an appeal was taken, and, 
if so, the result of the appeal. 0 0 0 0
(vii) Number of cases in which partial 
eviction was requested, and 0 0 0 3
the number of cases in which the court 
ordered a partial eviction. 0 0 0 1
(H) As to each case in which a notice was 
issued, but no case was filed, the following 
information:
(i) Number of instances in which a tenant 
voluntarily vacated the unit. 23 18 60 100 1
(ii) Number of instances in which a 
tenant vacated a unit prior to the 
providing of the notice. 1 0 1 77 0
(iii) Number of cases in which the notice 
was erroneously sent to tenant. 0 0 3 -
(iv) Number of other resolutions. (See 
Table 2 for details.) 15 35 8 8 0
Long Beach Los Angeles*
Note: Items in italics are new data elements amended in 2004.
** Long Beach did not specify whether by jury or court trial. All cases in Los Angeles were by court trial.
Disposition of Unlawful Detainer Filings
Case Outcome Without Unlawful Detainer Filings



















Awaiting response from owner 5
Property owner not identified or 
located successfully 5
Tenant on Prop 36 - remain in 
property 1
Awaiting housing assistance 
investigation prior to removal 2
Pending property owner initiated 30- 
& 60-day notice 2
Total 10
2005
Awaiting response from owner 4
Property owner not identified or 
located successfully 7
Awaiting criminal disposition 1
Ordered to stay away pursuant to a 
civil property protective order 1
Vacated following owner 3-day notice 9
Vacated following owner 10-day 
notice 2
Vacated following owner 30-day 
notice 5
Vacated following owner 60-day 
notice 3
Vacated following owner 90-day 




Awaiting response from owner 4
Continue to work with owners and 
tenants subject to housing assistance 
investigations 4
Total 8  
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